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Summary 

On 22nd and 23rd September 2014 CEEweb for Biodiversity together with the 

European Centre for Nature Conservation organised a Natura 2000 Management 

Workshop. The event consisted of two parts: a follow up of the Alpine biogeographical 

seminar and a preparatory Continental/Pannonian/Steppic/Black Sea workshop. 

Altogether 38 experts from governments of Hungary, Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, 

Czech Republic, Finland and Austria as well as NGO, National Park and Forestry 

representatives were present. The group discussed various approaches to forest 

management, funding opportunities for conservation, as well as issues within the 

forests and grasslands habitats.  

Background 

The Natura 2000 biogeographical process on management aims to identify best 

practices for Natura 2000 site management as well as to enhance cooperation, 

knowledge sharing and experience exchange among Member States and relevant 

stakeholders such as site managers, foresters etc. Effective Natura 2000 management 

relies on the participation and active contribution of a wide circle of stakeholders such 

as nature administrators, environmental practitioners, site managers, landowners and 

NGOs. 

CEEweb for Biodiversity with the cooperation of ECNC and the support of the 

European Commission organised this Natura 2000 management workshop to address 

key management issues in the Alpine and the Continental/Pannonian/Steppic and 

Black Sea biogeographical regions. The results of the workshop shall be channeled as 

recommendations into the Continental/Pannonian/Steppic and Black Sea 



Biogeographical Kick-off Seminar scheduled to take place on 29th June-1st July 

2015 in Luxembourg. This Natura 2000 management workshop event placed special 

emphasis on Alpine and Continental/Pannonian forest management: discussing 

management options and financing possibilities. 

Alpine Biogeographical Seminar Follow-up 
The new biogeographical process by Ctibor Kocman, European Commission, 

Directorate General for Environment 

Mt Kocman spoke mostly about how the Natura 2000 biogeographical process on 

management had been simplified and decentralized and it is now expected that 

Member States and other stakeholders now play more active roles. Five networking 

events shall be supported each year and the Natura 2000 Communication Platform 

will play a key role in the process. Despite it being based on voluntary cooperation, 

managing Natura 2000 sites which cover 18% of EU’s territory is the responsibility of 

Member States.  

Introduction to the Alpine biogeographical process by Kristijan Civic from European 

Centre for Nature Conservation (EC’s contractor for the biogeographical process) 

Mr Civic presented briefly the Natura 2000 Communication Platform and what kind 

of information can be found there, as well as the role of ECNC as the contractor for the 

Natura 2000 biogeographical process on management. He invited the participants to 

use the Platform and contribute information they would like to see published there; 

and to contact ECNC for support in organising networking events in support of the 

process. Networking events organised up-to-date and currently planned were also 

presented.  

As an introduction to working on the forestry issues in the Alpine region Mr Civic 

presented the outcomes of the forestry working group from the Alpine Seminar in Graz 

and the agreed actions to which this workshop will try to contribute.  

Mr Civic also presented some technical aspects of the Continental/ Pannonian/ Steppic 

and Black Sea process and Kick-off seminar scheduled to take place in spring 2015. The 

draft pre-scoping document has been created based on multi-criteria analysis. The four 

biogeographical regions are to be discussed together and 52 priority habitats have so 

far been selected, which is still open to discussion. As a following step, stakeholders 

will receive an online questionnaire regarding their input into conservation statuses 

and trends, issues, pressures and threats, etc. During a Visegrad meeting that took 

place earlier this year, it was agreed that it shall be important for the seminar to invite 

stakeholders involved in particular habitats, focus the seminar on real problems and 

center the discussions around habitat groups. In case of forest habitats it is necessary 

to harmonize the definitions, discuss inappropriate forest management, invasive 

species and solutions as well as the problem of native regeneration. Mr Civic stressed 

that present workshop was not just for participants to passively benefit from but rather 

to use it as an opportunity to contribute and offer to help the European Commission 

with Natura 2000 management.  



Discussion and Q&A 

In a Question and Answer session to Mr Kocman and Mr Civic mentioned that the 

socio-economic benefits (rather than just threats, whether they be environmental, 

social and economic) of Natura 2000 could not be addressed as the biogeographical 

process is not a holistic tool for Natura 2000 management but rather focuses on 

environmental threats and solutions.  Romanian and Bulgarian participants raised an 

important point that that the two countries had not been involved in the previous 

reporting round and so the most recent results of the art. 6 and 17. Reporting should 

be included in the pre-scoping and background documents. Representatives of the 

Pannonian/Steppic and Black Sea regions mentioned that combining the 

aforementioned regions was not optimal. Here Mr Kocman’s invitation to 

Pannonian/Steppic and Black Sea Member States was reiterated. It was suggested that 

it might make more sense to look habitat by habitat, and split the seminar into two, 

only if issues are different. However, the Steering Committee expected that issues 

would not be sufficiently different to necessitate that. It was concluded that often the 

capacity of the venue, the number of participants per country) determine the  format 

of discussion on the biogeographical seminar. 

Forest management options by Paweł Pawlaczyk from Naturalists Club Poland 

Mr Pawlaczyk began his story by pondering on how forest would shape itself without 

human care or management. He stated that without human intervention most of 

Europe would be covered with forests such as those that we are now trying to protect 

within Natura 2000. Natural forest dynamics is driven by various small to large scale 

disturbances, single trees falling, small to large windthrows, bark beetle invasions etc. 

Trees have different life strategies and presence of different tree species is maintained 

and a natural forest is a mosaic of different development phases. There is no evidence 

that forest cover in Europe disappeared as a result of natural dynamics. As most Alpine 

forest habitats – where human intervention was less intense - are still intact, forest 

disappearance cannot be considered a natural phenomenon. Disturbances can be large 

scale such as bark beetle invasions or small scale/ short term destruction. Importantly, 

habitat Favourable Conservation Status can be interpreted in multiple ways, and is 

thus arbitrary, bark beetle diebacks are still part of the natural dynamics of montane 

spruce forests. However, there are certain forest ecosystems (in Southern and 

Continental Europe) that need to be maintained by humans such as forest pastoral 

systems. In the past (in the Continental biome) the role of animals was to maintain 

open forests; however, the role of large herbivores in forests is still unclear. Nowadays 

most forests are managed by methods ranging from clear-cutting (large scale 

disturbance) to small felling/ group felling which resembles natural, small scale 

disturbance. The difference between managed and unmanaged forests lies in the 

duration of the forest cycle.  In managed forests old trees and deadwood are removed 

and thus the forest cycle is much shorter.  

Possible purposes of forest management:  

1. Wood 



2. Wood and pasture 

3. Ecosystem services 

4. Tourism 

5. Biodiversity maintenance 

6. Game-keeping 

7. Financial benefits from EU funds 

8. As a reference point for other forests (research) 

9. Other values (e.g. spiritual, aesthetic, wilderness) 

Usually forests are managed for profit, but management purposes include a wide range 

from wood to spiritual reasons. All the above mentioned purposes can be found in state 

forests and the prevailing reason influences the choice of an appropriate management 

measure. A forest managed for wood must be stable and productive, one managed for 

ecological services must be resistant and maximize those services, a forest managed for 

tourism should be in line with human expectations and one managed for biodiversity 

should maximize endangered biodiversity. In important question that arises from the 

above typology is: can we keep forests multifunctional? Is there one management 

scheme that maximizes all functions or can multifunctionality only be achieved by a 

mosaic of different management practices in separate areas. 

As a forest lives longer than its individual components, it poses a question of how to 

exchange tree generations while maintaining the forests as a whole. Numerous forest 

management techniques exist: 

1. Cut and leave – an old fashioned approach which can be very destructive such 

as clear-cutting of the tropical rainforest in Brazil. There is some scientific 

evidence, however, that this approach may be valuable for biodiversity, if clear-

cutting is of low intensity and rotation is long enough. A “cut and leave” 

managed forest may maximise biodiversity if clear-cutting is carried out very 

seldom, e.g. once every 200 years.  

2. Clear-cuts and planting – an artificial approach where there are regular forest 

plots of same age, such as in the case of (long and narrow) strip cutting in spruce 

montane forests.  Regeneration occurs naturally and the open spaces in the 

forest benefit some bird species. 

3. Shelterwood felling – an approach where part of the trees are cut to promote the 

young generation; following a period of growth the following oldest trees are 

cut. This scheme is common for beech forests in Europe.  

1. Modifications and varieties:  

4. Strip shelterwood 

5. Group felling 

6. Combined felling 



7. Continual selective felling 

8. Close-to-nature forestry (also known as Pro-Silva but it should be named Small-

scale disturbance approach, as clear-cuts also mimic large scale disturbance and 

are thus not “unnatural” per se.)  

9. Take-what-you-need-in-your farm felling 

2. Specific problem-oriented techniques:  

10. Fire management (important in the Boreal region, e.g. Finland)  

11. Conservation management – management focused on the needs of the target 

species, e.g. Black Grouse Tetrao tetrix  

12. Non-intervention management – (despite not actively managing the forest, it is 

nevertheless a management decision!) – an approach where the forest changes 

as a result of natural dynamics. This technique may be chosen for conserving 

old-growth forests (there is evidence that sometimes this approach is useful for 

achieving Favourable Conservation Status of species and habitats), for 

reference, deadwood restoration and can even be chosen due to economic 

reasons in cases where the cost of extraction is larger than the income (e.g. on 

steep slopes).  

A question related to choosing the appropriate management option is that of preferred 

species composition. Whether it should be close to natural, or can we prefer certain 

species (e.g. those of greater economic value). Should we shape all forests the same way 

or accept natural variation, should we accept alien species (and how do you define an 

alien species?)? Should regeneration be natural only or should there be planting effort?  

Management options for caring for forests: 

1. Recurrent thinning  

2. Disaster management  

a. Fighting against insect outbreaks 

b. Removing dead trees. In natural forests such things are normal.  

It remains an open question whether forests need biodiversity and retention trees and 

deadwood and how much. How to best combine all of the above mentioned purposes 

in one forest landscape. Is integration or segregation preferable? Most likely in order 

to maintain biodiversity we need some segregation and integrative approach for the 

rest of the forests all approaches are necessary for forests fulfilling all of their functions. 

The correct management approach must be thus chosen on a site to site basis, having 

examined the individual characteristics of the forest ecosystem to be managed.  

Discussion and Q&A 

Mr Pawlaczyk’s presentation was followed by several remarks from Mr Kocman, the 

EC, DG Env B.3. Mr Kocman stressed that forest management in general is not subject 

to EU legislation.  Therefore, while the EU natue legislation presumes certain Natura 

2000 management practices for forests containing habitats and species of EU 



importance, it does not do so for non-Natura 2000 forests. Within Natura 2000, 

various management approaches should be considered for achieving a good 

conservation statues of the protected habitats and species rather than only non-

intervention. The role of wilderness in Natura 2000 has been formulated in Wilderness 

and Natura 2000 guidelines published by the Commission in 2013.  Fora dedicated to 

the New Biogeographical process should aim at achieving Natura 2000 objectives - not 

be limited on exchanges about wilderness.  In response to this, Mr Pawlaczyk stressed 

that management approach is chosen by forest managers and not the Member States 

who can only promote certain options. Mr Frank who was present at the Alpine Kick-

off seminar also added the need to not start the discussion of intervention versus non-

intervention management from square one. He emphasized to take into account the 

conclusions from the seminar in Graz that the wilderness approach was not the default 

management scheme for Alpine forest habitats.  Instead the participants agreed to 

focus on the integrated approach.  



EU funds as a possible source of funding for nature conservation activities – Alberto 

Arroyo Schnell, WWF European Policy Office 

In his presentation, Mr Alberto Arroyo Schnell talked about financing the Natura 2000 

Network, which requires 5.8 billion Euro annually. He mentioned that only an 

estimated 10-20% of the Natura 2000 needs are currently covered. He highlighted the 

importance of the national Prioritized Action Frameworks (PAFs) to aid in Natura 

2000 financing planning and prioritizing conservation activities. 

Mr Arroyo drew attention to the European Commission’s new publications entitled 

“Financing Natura 2000. Guidance handbook. EU funding opportunities in 2014-

2020” and “Analysis of Natura 2000 management measures eligible for financing in 

2014-2020”. The document compiles all possible financing sources for Natura 2000 

from the EU funds, as well as some information on benefits and some examples. A new 

chapter on Innovative Financing is also present; Member States and stakeholders are 

encouraged to take full advantage of the guidance. Following the presentation of the 

guidance, Mr Schnell introduced a toolkit to guide decision makers in assessing the 

consistency between national and regional PAFs and Operational Programmes. The 

toolkit has been designed mainly for national and regional authorities, relevant 

departments of the European Commission, NGOs, academics, think tanks as well as 

other relevant stakeholders. It consists of a programme analysis checklist, a PAF – OP 

consistency checklist, and an online platform. Mr Arroyo concluded his presentation 

by emphasizing that options for integrating Natura 2000 into national and regional 

budgets are clearly laid out and available and PAFs are generally viewed as useful tools. 

Unfortunately, national authorities (other than environmental) are usually under-

informed, not sufficiently involved and sometimes not so interested in the issue. Yet, 

according to the latest European barometer a vast majority of EU citizens believe that 

protecting nature is important. Thus, we should use this impressive public support in 

asking for more national and regional EU funds to be devoted to managing and 

protecting the Natura 2000 Network. 

However, as Mr Kocman rightly added, that for the new financing period 2014-2020 it 

has already been generally determined how much money each sector will receive. Some 

adjustments can still be made in individual Operational Programmes; however, we 

should focus on efficient usage of the available funds because the nature sector often 

lags behind as concerns spending. Strategic thoughts should already concentrate 

towards the following financing period 2020-2026. 

Presentation of case studies by participants 

Presenting the European Commission’s Wilderness Guidance by Zoltan Kun from the 

European Wilderness Society 

Mr Kun expressed the opinion that the European wilderness preservation system shall 

not take over or overwhelm the existing Natura 2000 Network. However, existing 

wilderness should be protected strictly and restored where possible. There is 

significant pressure from investment, economic development and existing tools such 

as Environmental Impact Assessments are biased towards socio-economic aspects. 

Oftentimes the optimal size of wilderness is not straightforward, as in Kalkalpen 



National Park, Austria. Systematic approach to restoring wilderness should be to 

designate 75% as wilderness, prohibit timber extraction, decrease fragmentation and 

close and remove existing roads. Exception from these rules should be created for 

situations such as a bark beetle outbreak, avalanches or floods. Optimal Natura 2000 

management requires the cooperation of various stakeholders and precise species 

monitoring. Wilderness requires non-intervention stewardship which might change 

biodiversity on site level but it contributes to halting biodiversity loss on a larger (e.g. 

regional) scale. The social effect of implementing wilderness management include 

increased tourism, health and even peaceful reconciliation. The wilderness approach 

is part of a landscape approach and the European Wilderness Society aims to identify, 

designate, manage and promote wilderness areas.  

 

The Forest Management aspects in Natura 2000 sites by Dragos Mihai, Romsilva - 

Romanian State Forests 

Mr Mihai began with reminding workshop participants of the definition of 
conservation (present in the Habitats Directive): as a series of measures required to 
maintain or restore natural habitats and the population of species of wild fauna and 
flora at a Favourable Conservation Status, thus constituting by definition and 
inclusive and active approach. Mr Mihai then went on to present three cases in support 
of intervention management. 

Case study 1 

In Bucegi Natural Park, also designated as a Natura 2000 site, there are many bears 
present. It is the most visited protected area in Romania with more than 1 million 
visitors per year and good tourist infrastructure. The optimal number of bears for the 
Park’s area was calculated to be 24, whereas in reality 124 individuals live in the Park. 
Poor municipal waste management as well as garbage left by tourists attracted a large 
number of bears to the area and created conditions (through increased food 
availability) where the bears’ growth rate exceeded the natural carrying capacity of the 
ecosystem. Conflicts with local communities and tourists arose, every year several 
people were injured, sometimes even killed and park staff was accused of not taking 
appropriate measures. As hunting bears is strictly forbidden on the Park’s territory, the 
only solution was to remove the excess bears from the Park’s area. Should the bears 
create problems after their relocation, they can be culled. The transfer procedure is 
complicated, it costs around 2 000 euro per individual and in some years the number 
of removed bears was more than 20 individuals. Thus, it was Mr Mihai’s opinion that 
a more active approach to conservation, including necessary on-site culling, would 
have been easier, cheaper and preferable in the above described situation. He also 
underlined that in Romania more than 6 000 brown bears are present. 

Case study 2 

Paeonia peregrina L.ssp. romanica Mill. is an endemic species in the Comana Natural 
Park and Natura 2000 site. It can be found in Dobrogea Region and South-East 
Romania. Protection of Paeonia was the objective of the nature reserve established 
before the Natural Park and Natura 2000 site. Now the reserve is included in the Park 
and Natura 2000 Network. As the plant is toxic to animals, grazers are not dangerous 
to it. Surprisingly, after the designation of the Park, monitoring activities revealed 
more individuals to be found outside the natural reserve than within it. Experts 
understood that Paeonia prefers forests that are sunnier and less dense. However, 
according to national legal provisions active intervention is not allowed in the core area 



of the Park. Thus, lack of tree felling was contributing to deterioration in the species’ 
Conservation Status. 

Case study 3 

In a young mixed broadleaf forest (oak, hornbeam, lime) near Bucharest, harvesting 
trees during Causescu’s period was not permitted. As a result, lime and hornbeam trees 
which grow faster overshadow oaks that remain under the canopy thus being naturally 
eliminated from the forest composition. After 20 years of non-intervention 
management the oak trees are not present anymore in the area. Without harvesting the 
faster-growing species, the slower growing species cannot compete and are doomed to 
finally disappear. 
Sustainable forest management, Mr Mihai concluded, should take into consideration 
and fulfil various roles of the forest: provide timber and non-timber forest products, 
render socio-economic benefits, and protect biodiversity while simultaneously the 
forestry sector has to function as an economically profitable sector. 
 

Eastern Rhodopes Wild Herbivore Restoration Project – Stefan Avramov, Bulgarian 

Biodiversity Foundation 

The project presented by Mr Avramov (carried out within the framework of the New 

Thracian Gold Programme, funded by the Dutch Postcode Lottery) was implemented 

in a mosaic of landscapes and habitats in Southern Bulgaria. The sites are high in 

biodiversity, however, many open space species have recently disappeared. Mr 

Avramov emphasized that wilderness management requires natural grazing and thus 

the project aimed to bring back large herbivores. The Red and Fallow Deer 

reintroduction program was carried out in collaboration with the hunting society who 

also supported the project financially. 30 Red Deer and more than 50 Fallow Deer were 

translocated between 2012 and 2014 and the following year they successfully produced 

offspring. Mr Avramov emphasized that large grazers were crucial in landscape 

management. A similar European Bison reintroduction project was also conducted, 

where 5 individuals were released in during the pilot phase. Both restoration 

programmes were seen to attract tourists which created an additional source of income 

for the local people. Some problems in project implementation included illegal 

poaching. Mr Avramov concluded that wild ungulates needed larger areas for 

migration than the domesticated herbivore species. Such investment, however, could 

be offset by an increase in ecotourism which can boost the local economy. More 

information is available online.  

Public Participation in Hungarian Biodiversity Governance: The Role of NGOs in 

Natura 2000 management – Cordula Mertens, Szt. Istvan University (tbc) 

Ms Mertens conducted her study on the involvement of Civil Society Organisations in 

the Natura 2000 management process where she compared the situation in Hungary 

and in Poland. She observed that in Hungary NGOs mostly provided scientific advice 

and cooperated with the environmental ministry during site designation. Ms Mertens 

found that Hungarian NGOs had strong links to EU umbrella organizations and 

coordinated their activities well within Hungary. They also demonstrated good 

relationships with Hungarian nature conservation administration and made use of the 

Hungarian Natura 2000 website (www.natura.2000.hu). 

http://newthraciangold.eu/?lng=en
http://newthraciangold.eu/?lng=en


The situation turned out to be somewhat different in Poland where NGOs had worse 

communication with administrative bodies. Polish NGOs cooperated in submitting a 

Natura 2000 site shadow list to the European Commission and, similarly to the 

Hungarian case, NGOs expertise was used for final site designation. 

Ms Mertens concluded that NGO expertise was crucial to make correct nature 

conservation decisions and was welcomed by decision makers. 

Croatian Vipera ursinii Case  

Vipera ursinii is an endangered snake in Croatia and a vulnerable species on the global 

scale. In Croatia it inhabits alpine meadows altogether occurring on 7 sites one of them 

being a Natura 2000 site. Threats to Vipera ursinii include abandonment of traditional 

grazing and natural succession on grasslands. Hyla – Croatian Herpetological Society 

– had the idea to bring back natural sheep grazing on site but it encountered the 

problem of mixed ownership. Parts of the grassland constitute a Natura 2000 site, 

parts belong to a nature park and some are private property.  

Using the expertise of present participants the following advice was collected: rural 

development includes management of grasslands, thus the described project is fully 

eligible for LIFE funding. The difficulty might be to harmonize various financing 

instruments in Croatia at an early stage of EU membership. Cross-sectorial 

management needs to be broadly discussed with farmers in the framework of their 

farming practices and system. They can receive money for conservation from pillar 1 

and pillar 2 CAP payments and together with other stakeholders a conservation scheme 

should be devised. Furthermore, the Vipera ursinii problem should be tackled at the 

national level, covering all localities. A LIFE project could cover all 7 sites and aim to 

restore natural grazing, while its continuation could be funded by agri-environmental 

schemes. However, it is important to note that this would only be possible is it is 

eligible for funding under the Croatian Rural Development Programmes. Hyla must 

identify land owners of the grasslands before any action can be taken. In case 

something goes wrong, deterioration of the snake’s conservation status is a violation of 

the Nature Directives. While there is no obligation to conserve the species in all its 

localities, it is mandatory to work towards the FCS. A species action plan would also be 

helpful in achieving that.   

Results from the Working Groups 

1. Possibilities for funding from EU funds and innovative financing 

Prioritization Action Frameworks (PAFs)  

The group’s discussion was centred around Prioritization Action Frameworks whose 

aim is to prioritize conservation activities eligible for funding. Representatives of 

various Member states gave the following feedback:  

 Romania: the PAF is not satisfactory 

 Croatia: still at the implementation stage of the Birds and Habitats Directives; 

was not an EU Member States when PAF creation was requested.  

 Hungary: the PAF is satisfactory 

 Czech Republic:  the PAF was prepared merely for the Commission, not for the 

purpose to negotiate individual commitments from EU funds. 



 Bulgaria: the PAF is satisfactory, some improvement is possible; Natura 2000 

payments in Natural Parks are problematic since the land is 100% state-owned 

 Austria: long tradition of voluntary contracts between land owners and nature 

conservation authorities 

 Germany: 16 counties have different nature conservation authorities who do not 

cooperate sufficiently  

 Ukraine: the conservation sector lacks capacities to implement strategies   

Operational Programmes & Rural Development Programmes  

Participants noted that it was up to Member States to decide whether NGOs could apply 

for funding outlined in the Operational Programmes and thus benefit from Natura 

2000 management funding from OPs.  

Overall, the following funding instruments were mentioned as the most popular: 

LIFE+, the Operational Programme Environment (OPE), European Rural 

Development Fund (ERDF) and agri-environmental measures, the Norwegian Fund 

and the Swiss Fund. The least utilized funds were claimed to be: the Fisheries Fund, 

the INTERREG and the European Social Fund (ESF). Exceptions were noted, e.g. the 

LIFE fund being under-used in the Czech Republic and Germany and the Fisheries 

Fund being  utilized in Romania. Countries where LIFE was not popular agreed that 

co-financing was the greatest challenge. Discussion on innovative financing yielded the 

Hungarian example of the National Park green label for products, national parks 

receiving income from tourism as well as carbon footprint compensation donation.  

Tasks and Priorities Suggestions 
The OPs and RDPs are now closed, there 

is no chance to integrate Natura 2000 

anymore. However, we should learn and 

collect ideas and experience for the next 

financing period 2020-2026 

 

Improve stakeholder consultation Higher need to involve land users  

Better communication 

Better integrate the various funds Inclusion of companies and the business 

sector 

Identifying intermediary enterprises 

Better use the lobby power  

Harmonize within the regional level Adequate education and training 

Explore the underused funding sources 

and reasons behind it 

 

Address lack of co-financing  

Pressure national authorities to co-fund MSs should ensure co-financing 

Advocate for NGOs to be direct 

beneficiaries of OPs 

Start discussion on common 

implementation 



Implement the OPs  (as they are already 

set) cost-effectively 

 

 

2. Pros and cons of different sustainable forest management options, 

management schemes and conservation measures 

The group emphasized that there was a need to use clear definitions as well as 

defining Favourable Conservation Status for different forest habitats and devising a 

toolkit to determine appropriate measures for forest habitats to reach FCS. Despite 

having been identified as a priority at the Graz seminar, these issues had not been 

discussed sufficiently.  

After much discussion and many alterations four main approaches to forest 

management were identified by the gathered experts:  

1. Sustainable separate stance even-aged forestry 

a. Pros: maintains pioneer species, easy to implement 

b. Cons: not good for species that need forest continuity, reduces quantity 

of deadwood and number of old trees, negatively impacts forest 

ecosystem services 

2. Uneven-aged continuous cover forestry (group selective cutting, no stand 

approach, no clear cuts) 

a. Pros: continuity of tree species regeneration, continuity of conditions of 

typical species, landscape value, well maintained ecosystem services, 

flexibility to include biodiversity measures 

b. Cons: hard to implement, more labour-intensive, reduces species that 

need large open areas, reduces number of old trees and quantity of 

deadwood 

3. Close-to-nature management with specific biodiversity measures 

a. Pros: maintains deadwood, has all the advantages of uneven-aged 

continuous cover forestry, allows for flexibility of reaction to fit all 

target species 

b. Cons: hardest to implement, decreases income from wood (although 

this can be outweighed by incomes from tourism etc.), reduces the 

supply of wood as renewable energy (but: in Alpine biogeographic 

region timber extraction may not be profitable at all!) 

4. Non-intervention management  

a. Pros: allows for natural succession, low management cost (except land 

buy-out or rental), allows for the development of wilderness products 

(e.g. old-growth forest as a marketing icon), has scientific value, serves 

as a reservoir of species and genes, spill-over effect of game into 

neighbouring areas where hunting is allowed and thus rendered more 

profitable 

b. Cons: No income from timber or hunting, not suitable for semi-natural 

habitats, reduces flexibility to adjust habitats for some species, might 



reduce open areas due to natural succession, reduced possibility of 

exploitation of non-timber products 

Steps to putting proper management in place 

1. Identify subject of conservation 

2. Define conservation objectives 

3. Assess current situation (size, distribution, precise location, pressures, threats, 

ecological requirements) 

4. Identify stakeholders of social and economic background 

5. Identify conservation measures 

6. Determine costs of conservation measures 

7. Identify funding and obtain it 

8. Implement management 

9. Monitor progress 

10. Check if objectives achieved, if not return to previous steps 

Questions that arose from the debate around intervention versus non-intervention 

management included the following: In what cases should non-intervention areas be 

established and what should be their size? Should there be non-intervention at any cost 

or rather if we monitor the habitat and see changes that are not welcome we should 

then change the management regime (e.g. during insect outbreaks)? Might it be a good 

idea to create zonation? Can non-intervention management be widely applied to 

achieve multiple objectives (for general conservation objectives)? Can non-

intervention management bring socio-economic benefits that would outweigh the loss 

of income from timber extraction?  

Mr Georg Frank reported from the Alpine Kick-off seminar in Graz that non-

intervention was not the preferred management approach to Natura 2000 all over 

Europe (except Scandinavia, old-growth forests remaining in the Carpathians, Dinaric 

Alps, Pyrenees) and for the rest the integrative approach is preferable. Importantly, it 

was noted that in a non-intervention area there is no point to make management plans 

as we do not know what will happen and in strict non-intervention human interference 

is not an option.  

The assessment of socio-economic viability of non-intervention management has only 

recently began to be investigated. Non-intervention management includes monitoring, 

research, while excluding impactful management. Research is needed to aid decision-

making regarding habitats which require non-intervention management (without an 

economically or environmentally more effective alternative). Many forestry experts 

agree that conservation of Natura 2000 forests should be augmented with biodiversity 

conservation measures. The representative of Bulgaria also commented that the 

country developed a guideline stating that 10% of every Natura 2000 site should be 

managed through non-intervention.  

 



Continental/Pannonian/Steppic and Black Sea Preparatory 

Workshop 
The new biogeographical process by Ctibor Kocman, European Commission, DG 

Environment 

Mr Kocman gave a brief introduction regarding how the new biogeographical process 
has been adapted in line with the principles of adaptive management. The new process 
addresses the implementation of Natura 2000 management. It is carried out in a more 
cooperative and consultative way, as opposed to the Natura 2000 designation process 
where the European Commission had to resort to forcing the new Member States to 
designate more sites. It was observed, however, that even in the new biogeographical 
process that has taken place thus far (especially in case of the Mediterranean Kick-off 
seminar) there was insufficient participation of Member States  and thus it has been 
suggested that the process needs to be further simplified. However, the scope of the 
new seminar remains an open question. In spring 2015 the biggest Continental 
biogeographical region will be addressed jointly with the Pannonian, Steppic and Black 
Sea regions. The selection of priority habitats to be discussed has been negotiated and 
several meetings with the host country (Luxembourg) have taken place. Mr Kocman 
encouraged all present experts to use the workshop as an opportunity to influence and 
adjust the future seminar and urged the present representatives of Member States to 
get actively involved in organising the Kick-off seminar. The possibility of separating 
the Continental and the Pannonian/Steppic/Black Sea regions was discussed with a 
chance that Romania or Bulgaria may take on the leading role in organising an 
additional activities to more precisely discuss the smaller regions. Mr Kocman stressed 
that the workshop was a great chance and opportunity for the smaller regions 
Pannonian/Black Sea/Steppic to take advantage of.  

Presentation of case studies by participants 

Forest Reconstruction in Slowinski National Park 

Grzegorz Kupczak, a nature conservation specialist from Slowinski National Park, 
Poland spoke about the specific situation regarding forest composition and forest 
reconstruction on the Polish Baltic Sea Coast. In the Park where 6000 hectares is 
covered by trees, 70% of forests are pine forests. However, as the Pine Pinus sylvestris 
is native to the area, extensive forest reconstruction has been carried out by the Park’s 
authorities.  Patches of similar trees or groups of similar trees are cut in order to give 
light to the forest floor and allow for renewal of a mixed broadleaved forest. Such 
reconstruction takes place in pine stands older than 60 years and especially those 
infected by root rot. Since 2012 regular before and after monitoring according to 
Braun-Blanquet’s phytosociological methods has also been conducted. Mr Kupczak 
asked the gathered experts to contribute to the Park’s doubts regarding the best time 
to monitor for reconstruction results and the age of forest stands that one should target 
for reconstruction. Although stands older than 60 years should in principle also be 
rebuilt, the leeching process in the soil might render such reconstruction unsuccessful. 

Forest restoration, monitoring and public involvement programmes in Finland – 

Jussi Päivinen, Parks & Wildlife Finland 

Finland is located in the Boreal Biogeographical Region and has 5 million ha 

designated as Natura 2000 sites. Further 4.2 million ha are nationally protected areas 

and wilderness reserves. Around a quarter of all forests are natural or semi-natural in 

Southern Finland. Mr Päivinen talked about forest restoration in protected areas 

conducted by Parks & Wildlife Finland who also conduct peatland, grassland and water 



restoration. A method that he described in more detail was the fire continuum method 

where parts of the unnatural forested areas are burnt every 3-5 years. Thus far Parks & 

Wildlife Finland have restored 20 000 ha of forest, 1000 ha of which was done using 

the fire continuum scheme. Monitoring restoration efforts are carried out together with 

scientific institutions and consist of 3 different methods:  

•         General monitoring – aims to determine if restoration was successful, identify 

problems and improve the method 

•         High level scientific monitoring  

•         Biodiversity monitoring in forests– monitors especially for dead wood and fungi 

Mr Päivinen explained that biodiversity monitoring revealed increased amounts of 

dead wood, beetles and polypores. Parks & Wildlife Finland is currently waiting for 10 

year monitoring results. A publication based on their studies (Ecological restoration 

and management in boreal forests – best practices from Finland) is available online. 

Mr Paivinen will lead the coordination group in the Boreal Natura 2000 

biogeographical process. Seminar results are available on the Natura 2000 Platform. 

The flavour of landcare – the Altmuhl Lamb 

Marie Kaerlein, from Landcare Germany presented a best practice case study of 
cooperation between farmers and conservationists in order to achieve more 
sustainable land management, preserve local grassland and promote sustainable 
livelihoods for local people. Landcare associations serve the public interest, are non-
profit and are separate entities but can join a larger umbrella landcare organisation. 
Parity is an important principle – equal numbers of farmers, local government 
representatives and conservationists sit within a committee. This creates a great 
advantage from the start as consensus-based decisions are much easier to implement. 
Landcare organisations work on request when asked for advice and participation in 
them is voluntary. The goals are to preserve important habitats and landscape and to 
foster sustainable development by offering farmers additional income from agri-
environment schemes, supporting rural development and regional products. The 
Altmuhl lamb introduction took place on dry grasslands and juniper heathlands in 
Germany, where grassland management by grazing and habitat connectivity were 
dependant on constant use. As a result of the scheme, 50 shepherds with 25.000 sheep 
guard the area. Shepherds get special recognition for high quality lamb meet. Due to 
great demand from restaurants and tourists economic turnover has gone up 
dramatically and attracted even more tourism and environmental educators into the 
area. Thus, the Altmuhl lamb case proved that win-win solutions while engaging all 
stakeholders are indeed possible. There are important lessons learnt from this 
example: in order to gain the support of the local population it is crucial that one has a 
driver or an associate in the region, who ensures the scheme functions on the local 
level. It is equally vital to provide consultancy to farmers regarding the complicated 
system of agricultural subsidies and applying with them and to help them to make a 
good living out of their farm. They, in return, can help solve regional problems (e.g. 
abandonment of land) and contribute to a sustainable development. Together Natura 
2000 management can reconcile economical, societal and environmental benefits.  



Sustainable conservation on Hungarian Natura 2000 Sites Project – Dénes Nagy, 

BirdLife Hungary 

The project presented by Mr Nagy is carried out in cooperation between BirdLife 

Hungary, land users, Szent István University (SZIE) and the Ecological Research 

Centre of the Academy of Science (MTA ÖK). The project is realised in two Hungarian 

Special Protection Areas: Mátra (montane forest) and Kiskunsági Szikes Tavak 

(grassland with ponds and marshes) and produced Natura 2000 management plans 

for the two SPAs and 9 overlapping SCIs based on participatory planning. The project 

included monitoring whose results will be used by the Natural Conservation Inventory 

as well as for Natura 2000 management. Monitored species included: fish (e.g. Barbus 

peloponnesius), birds, bats, carnivores, plants, comprehensive forest habitat 

monitoring as well as monitoring the impacts of game.  

Results from the Working Groups 
Two working groups discussed the key management issues, pressures & threats and 

proposed solutions for the habitats within Continental/Pannonian/Steppic and Black 

Sea biogeographical region. The aim of the exercise was to generate information for 

the Seminar Input Document (management requirements, management and 

conservation measures, species-specific management measures, barriers, bottlenecks 



and problems, solutions and opportunities, cross-cutting issues, lessons learned, best practice examples, (un)successful projects and 

opportunities for joint action).  

Grasslands 
GRASSLANDS 

Threats & Pressures Management issues Solution Ideas 

over-grazing grazing and hay cutting Direct payment based on subsidizing farmers 
market perverse subsidies direct 
payments to be monitored 

type of animal restoration (habitat 2330) taxpayers (carbon payment) 

natural succession from lack of 
grazing 

nature-friendly agriculture (right amount of 

animals, right mode of management, etc., 

environmentally optimal) 

adequate implementation of RDP measures 

invasive species erasing of invasive species  grouping of habitats is needed 

bad water management (habitat 
6440), inappropriate flood 
prevention 

water management  measures – buying up land – structural fund 

land use change (perverse 
management) 

salinity (habitats 1340, 1530) land purchase  re-sell 

intensification of grassland use maintaining and restoring diversity provided by 

the habitat, species diversity, resilience 

 

“handicapped” Natura 2000  sites 
from the point of view of L.O. 

  

inappropriate management due to 
perverse subsidies 

  

lack of natural wind dynamics 
(habitat 2330) 

  

drainage (1340, 1530, 6410, 6430, 
6440) 

  



tourism infrastructure 
development and unsustainable 
tourism 

  

 

 

GRASSLANDS – FINDING SOLUTIONS 

Management 

priority 

Obstacles Solutions 

Grazing extensive  not profitable or low profit showing and offering monetary benefits 

loss of flexibility emotional factor can be used  limited, had to be 

additional 

 regional identity – emotional 

higher profit for other activities avoid perverse subsidies 

penalties/sanctions simplification 

extra work needed (cross compliance  extra measures eg. for 

GIS/mapping) 

landscape elements 

synergies between policies 

difficult implementation additional income with e.g. regional product 

more and more obligation 

(animal welfare, transport, health)  it’s overregulation 

consultancy, advisory process 

(wolves ) higher awareness of costumers  

 promotion + marketing of products 

 possibilities for getting market independent 



 small scale farmers association 

(product special promotion) 

 funds for support 

 branding - added value in label + jobs 

 stakeholders to work together share experiences 

- financing 

- identity examples  stress importance of 

farmers 

- values they have 

- examples of marketing 

- strengths working together 

- associations 

- nature aspects 

- cooperation 

- always show benefits 

- rough policy overview 

- measures they could 

- investor needed 

 

 

 

 

Forests 

 

 FOREST  
Threats/pressures Management issues Other issues 

the need for biomass production – 
intensification of timber production 

grazing by domestic animals intercalibration of the understanding of 
FCS  among MS 



invasive species establishing non-intervention areas express the links between forest 
management in river valleys with WFD 
and fundraising 

lack of the floods – disturbed water regimes due 
to flood protection systems 

ensuring adequate examples for linking non-

intervention management with FCS for 

funding 

recreation, tourism 

drainage (connected with forest management) adequate flood management (allowing floods 

in alluvial and riparian forests) 

wind power plant placement 

simplification of stand species composition and 
spatial structure 

include alluvial and riparian forests and their 

restoration into the system of flood risk 

management 

climate change  proper management 
techniques, species selection 

transformation of stand species’ composition 
(e.g. promoting pine in habitat 9110) 

measures for biodiversity such as biodiversity 

trees and tree biogroup retention 

 

reduction of the number of the old trees and 
dead wood 

dead wood management (appropriate quality 

and quantity) 

 

introduction of alien tree species (according to 
the CBD definition of alien species) 

restoring carnivore populations to control 

game populations  

 

high game pressure on the soil cover and 
natural regeneration 

fire management  

fragmentation insect outbreak management  

lack of adequate protection (lack of protection 
measures, inappropriate protection measures) 

  

lack of reference areas for the dynamics of 
forest habitats 

  

 

 



Cross cutting issues 
CROSS CUTTING ISSUES 

flexibility for land users – also important in terms of climate change 

use of areas for tourism – how to handle it in different management regimes 

Natura 2000 not known enough to the public (decision makers, funders - important to fund management) 

lack of knowledge regarding the benefits of Natura 2000 (among land-users, the implications for the future of their land)  

 positive aspects not communicated 

tax paying – reduced % for compensation for recognition of their contributions  

 instead of applying for extra, paying less – best practice example 

linking the sites in and between countries for coherence 

land users consultation mechanisms need improvement – they do not reach site owners 

transparency of requirements and expectations from landowners (not arbitrary)   

deciding on target habitats (conservation objectives) 

top down Natura 2000 managemrnt approach – no local feeling of ownership 

look for synergies with existing designations 

how to promote Natura 2000 sites as tourist attractions  danger in people abandoning traditional extensive land use and turning to tourism 

 habitat degradation and loss 

link to education (school curricula) 

monitoring of cost-effectiveness of funds of different DGs – coordination – communication 

traditional land use knowledge disappearing  training (especially secondary habitats) 

renewable energy (wind, biomass) 



harmonization of habitat descriptions – FCS definitions – should be decided at EU level (at present there are national differences) 

 

Drafting a set of messages to the Continental Biogeographical Seminar. 
 

PRIORITIES - management issues EXPECTATIONS OFFERS 

 European Commission Member States  

extensive use of grasslands fund meetings and education 

seminars 

organization of workshops 

on specific habitat groups 

for a small groups of MSs 

with similar problems 

provide case studies 

examples of conservation 

management regime effects 

for forests 

clear definition of Favorable Conservation 

Status for each habitat type and each species 

EC should devote more time 

to the process and to deeper 

discussions 

provide feedback and 

answers through 

consultation with experts 

Wild Europe has provided old-

growth forests strategy 

options 

develop bottom-up approach analyse existing data from the 

last reporting cycle 

share good and bad 

experiences 

public support of NGOs 

discuss specific cross cutting issues indicate discrepancies in the 

interpretation that need to be 

addressed  

organization of “pre-

meetings” in each MS 

before the Seminar to 

agree on main messages 

with all stakeholders 

feedback/experience from the 

ground 

how to mimic natural forest dynamics in 

forest management 

support for after-seminar 

work and expert meetings  

(not only workshops, also 

scientific reviews) 

MSs should send the right 

experts to the Seminar and 

the following workshops 

participation in scientific 

reviews for forest biodiversity 

& evidence of results of 

measures 

integrated management (circulating non-

intervention) for floodplain forest types in 

EC should offer workshops for 

stakeholders, land-users on 

to use German Biosphere 

Park Approach for Natura 

 



continental bioregion (but probably in all 

bioregion with floodplain areas) 

specific issues (e.g. 

management of certain 

habitat types) 

2000 management on 

local level 

harmonisation of definitions and 

understanding 

to use the synergies with the 

existing Nationally Protected 

Areas 

more PR on Natura 2000 knowledge sharing 

recognize the value of wilderness & non-

intervention (environmental, social & 

economic support its implementation where 

relevant as one of the key approaches to 

biodiversity conservation & habitat 

management) 

to integrate NPAs in Natura 

2000 implementation 

  

make initial grouping of habitat types based 

on the pressures/threats identified, under Art. 

17 reporting 

clarify priorities for species 

(habitats) with different 

ecological requirements.  

 make initial grouping on 

habitat types based on old-

growth forests 

focus more fully on the socio-economic 

agenda to gain funding & policy support for 

conservation 

organize a workshop on 

Favourable Conservation 

Status 

  

natural disturbances in forests as a 

biodiversity maintaining driver 

flexibility for land-users  

non-intervention management – provide 

examples and case studies for when it is 

useful 

funding possibilities for extensive use of grasslands  

focus on specific habitat groups dialogue/discussion with nature conservationists and land-

users at the same time 

 

discuss management for selected (priority) 

habitats in more detail 

monitoring funds for cost effectiveness and ecological 

outcomes of activities 

 



Revision of habitat type descriptions and 

harmonization with national habitat systems 

(for all biogeographical regions) 

   

restoration of montane grasslands    

using PAMEE (Protected Area Management 

Effectiveness Evaluation) for Natura 2000 

management 

   

support development of a coordinated 

strategy for protection of old-growth forests in 

Europe 

   

 

 

CONCRETE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE KICK-OFF SEMINAR 

 

Create a database with case studies searchable by key words 

Information and experience on habitats tackled in previous seminars (biogeographical regions) must feed into this process 

Habitats should be grouped by similar management styles (within grasslands, forests etc.) 

Adequate representation of all stakeholders must be ensured (which constitutes a challenge in the current format due to the size of official 

representations and the venue) 

A more narrowed down habitat selection should occur (must consider selected habitats and their specific problems, not only habitat groups in 

general such as forests, grasslands etc.) 

Clear rules regarding the support for MSs/NGOs’ future conservation activities should be spelt out in advance, in the seminar document 

More time is needed for consultation regarding the target experts 

A detailed questionnaire should be conducted 



This event was realized with the support of ECNC and generously supported by the European Commission, but 
did not necessarily reflect its views and opinions. 

 

 

 


